This   witness  was   an Anamax   supervisor.     When Lund  identified  the  witness
who had been allegedly   interfered with  counsel   for Anamax  indicated Ypulong
would be called by respondent.     No evidence  supports Lund's  allegations
that   Anamax  told   any witnesses   not   to  appear   at   the hearing.

Finding no basis   for Lund's .allegations,   I refuse  to impose  any
sanctions   against  Anamax.

POST TRIAL MOTIONS

The  trial   of   the   above  case  concluded  on August  27,   1981  in Tucson,
Arizona.

On September  21,   1981   Lund   filed   a  letter with   the Judge.     In  its
relevant  portions he  inquired  as  to penalties  for perjury before  the
Commission,     He  claimed   that   a  supervisor had   lied  on  the  stand  and  was
considering  a  recant,     Further,   Lund  inquired  as  to how he  should  treat
false  documentation before  the Judge concerning  the Anamax safety rule book
and   the "real"  burn  permit.     Further,   Lund   asserted he had been
discharged by Anamax.

Anamax objected   to Lund's   communication, moved  to  strike  it,   and
further moved   for  an order  to  prohibit Lund   from any  further  attempts  to
supplement  or confuse   the  record.

On September  29,   1981   an order was  entered  treating Lund's   letter  as   a
motion to  reopen the  record.     In  the order  the Judge indicated he would
reopen the  record   if  there  was   a material  defect   in the  trial  proceedings.
The  order   further  stated   that Lund's motion  lacked  a  factual basis   to
determine  its validity  and Lund was  granted  additional  time to supplement
his  motion.

When he  supplemented his motion Lund  offered  seven items.     The  initial'
two   items   are  a burn  permit   and  an Anamax  safety book.

The burn permit  was   involved  in  factual discussion in XII (five
gallons  of  solvent   under   sideframes,   half   filled).     The Judge understands
this   evidence   and   the   receipt  of what Lund  calls   the  "real" burn  permit
does  not  affect  the  result   in XII,   supra.     A burn permit  as a cutting/
welding permit   that   addresses   fire hazards.

Lund  asserts   the Anamax  safety booklet  received  in evidence  (R-2)
contains   a different   lockout   procedure  that   the one   in effect   relating  to
XIX  (Lund  almost   loses hand)   and XXI  (intersecting belts),     Facially  there
does   appear  to be   a minimal  difference  in the revised  safety book
publications but   in  any  event   the  results   in XIX and XXI would not  be
affected by  the  new evidence,   even  if  true,  ,            ,

Items  3,  4,   and  5   are MSHA citations   and  they  are offered by Lund   to
counter  the  testimony of Logan  and Caylor.     Item 3 contains   two MSHA
citations  relating  to XIX supra.     (Lund  almost  lost hand).     The  issuance of
MSHA citation would  not   affect   the   result   in XIX.     Item 4  also  relates   to
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